Introduction
The rapid growth of the immigrant population in the United States and associated socioeconomic impacts has spurred much academic and political discussion on immigration policies at both the national and local levels. At the federal level, in the early 2000s, growing immigrant populations raised concerns about increased burdens on the national social welfare and security systems, pushing national immigration policy toward relative stalemate. In contrast, state and local governments have become increasingly active in making and enforcing immigration policy in recent years. According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (2008) , in 2007 alone, more than 1,000 bills and resolutions related to immigrants and immigration were introduced nationwide. Nearly 370 local governments have drafted or implemented immigration and immigrant-related policies, mostly since 2005 (Walker and Leitner 2011) . While some of these cities have adopted restrictive policies to exclude undocumented immigrants, others have either proposed or established immigrant "sanctuary" ordinances that support the rights of undocumented residents (Walker and Leitner 2011) . Prior studies have found that local demographic changes and political partisanship are important factors affecting whether a city adopts such policies (Walker and Leitner 2011; Lewis et al. 2013; Steil and Vasi 2014; Filomeno 2015) .
A new wave of local government policies has emerged across cities that is aimed at improving immigrants' economic and social integration. This report examines the group of cities that joined the Welcoming America's Welcoming Cities initiative, a notable example of this new policy movement. Welcoming America is a national grassroots-driven cooperative that launched the Welcoming Cities and Counties initiative in 2013 to provide a venue for immigrant-welcoming communities to share resources and exchange best practices. We focus on cities in this report because they make up the majority of the program participants (only four out of 54 local participating governments are counties). We examine these cities in terms of their spatial and temporal patterns, as well as program areas. We then explore the city characteristics associated with participation in the Welcoming Cities initiative and discuss the rationales behind this new wave of local government immigration policy.
The data for this research are drawn from various sources. The primary data sets are the American Community Survey (ACS) 2008-12 combined sample (referred to as the 2010 sample) and the 2000 U.S. Census. These data sources enable us to calculate changes in city characteristics over time. Census places are the unit of analysis, and they mostly correspond to city, town, village and other municipal-level jurisdictions. We only include localities with consistent geographic boundaries between 2000 and 2010 using the Census geographic relationship crosswalk. We obtained city public finance data from 
Background on Local Immigration Policies
Two trends have shaped the growing role of local governments in addressing immigration and immigrantrelated issues: the devolution of immigration policy responsibilities to local levels and the movement of immigrants to new destinations and suburban neighborhoods (Ellis 2006; O'Neil 2011; Walker and Leitner 2011) . The 1996 Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act, which produced section 287(g), and the Welfare Reform Act, devolved federal enforcement power and responsibilities over immigrant well-being to subnational jurisdictions (Ellis 2006) . At the same time, the foreign-born population began to increasingly settle in places with short immigrant histories. Between 1990 and 2013, the number of immigrants more than doubled in 25 states that historically had relatively small immigrant populations (Migration Policy Institute 2015) . Moreover, immigrants began to disperse geographically, moving from inner-city ethnic neighborhoods toward native-majority suburban neighborhoods (Massey 2008; Singer et al. 2008) . By 2010, more immigrants lived in suburbs than in central cities (Wilson and Singer 2011) . These new immigrant-receiving communities lacked the institutional infrastructure and historical experiences of traditional gateway cities. The rapid demographic change in these communities prompted municipal governments to respond to and act on immigrant issues.
Cities have enacted two broad types of local immigration policies and programs. On the one hand, many conservative cities with rapid immigrant growth have proposed and passed restrictive policies designed to exclude immigrants (Ramakrishnan and Wong 2010; Walker and Leitner 2011) . These exclusionary policy measures include preventing employers from hiring unauthorized workers, cooperating with Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) to impose harsh immigration controls and policing, and implementing other practices that target immigrants such as requiring landlords to verify the immigrant status of tenants and regulations on the day-labor market. On the other hand, many cities have adopted inclusive policies aimed at integrating the new immigrant populations. These policies range from "sanctuary" ordinances that shield undocumented immigrants from being unduly interrogated to the establishment of day-labor centers that protect the rights of workers (Ramakrishnan and Wong 2010; O'Neil 2011; Walker and Leitner 2011) .
The 2007 Great Recession slowed the rapid immigrant inflow to the country. The flows of both legal and unauthorized immigrants have since stabilized (Passel et al. 2014; Migration Policy Institute 2015) . The Great Recession also brought increasing attention to regional competitiveness and long-term economic development (Christopherson et al. 2010) . The majority of recent economic research shows that immigrants, regardless of skill level, bring positive impacts to the receiving economy by contributing skills and ideas, and spurring innovation and productivity growth (Peri 2010; 2013 The number of municipalities pursuing immigrant-integration policies has increased dramatically since 2013. As of July 2015, 50 cities from 31 different states have joined this initiative and labeled themselves as "welcoming cities." Before joining the initiative, some cities had engaged in prior immigrant-integration activities whereas others had not. Thus, program participation entails different levels of engagement and implementation for different cities. In welcoming cities that do not have specific strategies yet in place, a formal entity is created to jump-start the process of program development. In cities that had been pursuing welcoming strategies before joining the network, the mayor's office typically announces a formal commitment and a multi-stakeholder approach to undertake immigrant-integration efforts.
(Welcoming America 2015).
Timeline and Geography of Welcoming Cities
Welcoming America launched the Welcoming Cities and Counties initiative in January 2013. Since its launch, the initiative has gradually gained momentum over time ( Figure 1 ). As of July 2015, 50 cities from 31 different states have officially joined and labeled themselves as "welcoming cities" (Table 1 ). Figure 2) . Some of the new immigrant destinations are emerging immigrant gateway cities (e.g., Washington, D.C. and Charlotte) and others only recently started to see an influx of immigrants (e.g., Nashville, Boise). Therefore, the welcoming cities in this study represent a wide range of immigrant profiles. In 2010, the immigrant populations 3 in the 50 study cities ranged from .31 percent (Dayton, Ohio) to 47.0 percent (Norcross, GA) of the total city populations, as shown in Table 2 . Immigrants made up more than 10 percent of the total population in 29 of the 50 cities. About half of the welcoming cities saw a 30 percent or higher increase in their immigrant populations between 2000 and 2010, with 11 registering growth rates greater than 70 percent (Table 3) . At the same time, six cities saw immigrant outmigration. None of the established immigrant gateway cities experienced rapid immigrant growth. The percentage increases of immigrants in these cities 4 are below the national average of 28 percent from 2000 to 2010 (Table 3) . In Figure 3 , we plot all 50 welcoming cities in a four-quadrant scatterplot with immigrant share and growth on the horizontal and vertical axes, respectively. Only eight citiesNorcross, Clarkston, Sterling Heights, Austin, Beaverton, Charlotte, Raleigh and East Lansingexperienced both a high concentration of immigrants in 2010 and strong growth of this population in the preceding decade. The majority of cities fall in one of two quadrants: 1) the upper-left quadrant, which contains cities with low 2010 concentrations of immigrants but rapid immigrant population growth from 2000 to 2010, or 2) the lower-right quadrant, which contains cities with a high percentage of immigrants in 2010 but slow growth in that population over the previous10 years. A handful of cities fall below the national levels in both immigrant concentration and growth.
Figure 1. Welcoming City Participation Timeline with Running Totals

Figure 2. The Geographic Distribution of Welcoming Cities, 2015
Source: Authors' analysis of Welcoming Cities documents 
Policy Areas of Welcoming Cities
Cities adopt welcoming initiatives to achieve multiple goals. For example, Atlanta Mayor Kasim Reed believes that by making immigrants feel welcome, Atlanta can strengthen its position as a global hub and boost its cultural diversity and economic competitiveness (City of Atlanta 2013a). Through our review of welcoming cities' documents, we identify four primary areas that these programs focus on: business development, workforce development, community development and public safety (Table 4) .
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
Many localities have added programs to foster immigrant entrepreneurship in order to encourage local and regional economic development (Wiens et al. 2015 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMEN T
The workforce development approach of welcoming cities is aimed at connecting immigrants to employment opportunities and equipping them with the skills that local employers seek. Global Cleveland, a program dedicated to regional economic development through attracting and retaining global talent in Cleveland, Ohio, offers programs that assist international students with internship and employment placement (Global Cleveland 2015) . The St. Louis Mosaic Project was created out of the concern that the city's slow economic development was due to a lack of immigrants (Strauss 2012) . It offers programs specifically targeted at skilled immigrants as well as ones designed to formalize immigrant social networks in career development, such as the Professional Connector Program (St. Louis Mosaic Project 2015) .
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMEN T
In light of the potential benefits that immigrants can bring to communities (Liu et al. 2014) , many welcoming cities have developed plans to attract and retain immigrants. These plans are designed to foster socially and economically vibrant communities. From Austin to Detroit, cities are seeking to revitalize distressed urban areas through immigrants' investments. To do this, they lower the investment threshold and identify key opportunities suitable for EB-5 investors 5 in targeted neighborhoods (City of Austin 2015; Global Detroit 2015) . The city of Atlanta even provides incentives and assistance to immigrant grocers in food deserts (City of Atlanta 2013b).
PUBLIC SAFETY
Most welcoming cities recognize the importance of nurturing the relationship between newcomers and local residents, and try to foster trust between the two communities. In both Dayton and Atlanta, the governments offer programs such as cultural competency training for city employees and work to increase immigrants' access to city services (City of Atlanta 2013b; Welcome Dayton 2015) . In Chicago, Mayor Rahm Emanuel declared the city to be a national leader in welcoming immigrants regardless of their immigration status. Chicago's ordinance provides basic protections from unfair detainment and deportation for undocumented but law-abiding Chicagoans (City of Chicago 2012). 
Rationales of Welcoming Cities
Several factors can motivate local governments to adopt immigration policies, including demographic changes, economic conditions, fiscal health and the local political context. We compare the sample mean statistics of various city characteristics for welcoming cities and other cities in Table 5 to provide some understanding of these motivations. We expect that a city decides to join the initiative in response to changes in city characteristics in the past decade (2000-10) and recent local conditions (2010). The city of Clarkston is excluded from the analysis because we restrict the sample to cities with at least 10,000 residents. Cities in Alaska are also excluded from the final sample because voting data are unavailable. Our final sample contains 48 welcoming cities and 2,879 other cities.
With regard to demographic characteristics, we focus on the growth and size of the immigrant population and the total population, the share of minority residents and the average education level of the local population. Compared to other cities, welcoming cities in 2010 on average had a higher concentration of immigrants (15.4 percent compared to 12.0 percent), measured as the foreign-born share of the total population in a city. They had a lower average immigrant growth rate from 2000 to 2010 (43.2 percent compared to 80.1 percent), but the difference was not statistically significant. 6 In terms of city size, welcoming cities are markedly larger than other cities with an average population of 635,000 people versus 46,000 people in other cities. Their population growth was on average slower between 2000 and 2010 (10 percent compared to 22.2 percent, not statistically significant). Their populations are also substantially more diverse and more educated. In welcoming cities, 24.9 percent of the local population is black compared to 11.7 percent in other cities. The percentage of the population with at least a bachelor's degree is 34.3 in welcoming cities, higher than the percentage in other cities (30.6 percent on average). Labor force participation rates, unemployment rates, manufacturing shares and median household income are used to capture local economic conditions. Welcoming cities had a slightly higher labor force participation level in 2010 (65.9 percent vs. 64.9 percent) and a faster rise in labor force participation from 2000 to 2010 (1.0 percent vs. 0.4 percent). However, these differences are not statistically significant, and welcoming cities performed worse than other cities on other economic dimensions. For example, they had an average unemployment rate of 11.4 percent in 2010, higher than the unemployment rate of 9.5 percent for all other cities. Although not statistically significant, the unemployment rate grew by 4.0 percentage points, also surpassing the national rate of 3.6 points. These statistics indicate sluggish local economies in the welcoming cities and a greater need for economic development efforts. The median household income in welcoming cities was $43,045 in 2010, almost $8,500 lower than the average for the other cities. Welcoming cities also had a smaller manufacturing share in 2010, with manufacturing jobs comprising 9.7 percent of local employment compared to 11.6 percent in other cities. This may be because welcoming cities tend to be central cities 7 with a smaller manufacturing presence than suburban communities.
Per capita general revenues are a measure of the overall spending capacity of a city, and the ratio of ownsource revenues to total revenues captures the city's fiscal independence. Table 5 shows that welcoming cities have higher government revenues per capita than other cities, $276.71 versus $140.28. They also have a greater share of intergovernmental funds in their revenue portfolio, as own-source revenues make up a smaller share of the total revenues in the welcoming cities (76.0 percent) than in other cities (80.6 percent). These findings are consistent with the argument that fiscally better-off jurisdictions have greater financial capacity to engage in innovative policy activities (Thompson 1965; Feiock and West 1993) . Although these results may seem contradictory to the earlier finding that welcoming cities generally struggle economically, total revenues per capita are indicative of more than just economic condition. Holding economic conditions constant, larger municipalities have greater institutional and financial capacities to experiment with new approaches and programs. Cities that receive more intergovernmental transfers may have higher total revenues, but higher total revenues do not necessarily indicate better economic conditions.
We also assess the differences in the political context between welcoming cities and other cities. Regarding the form of municipal government, 60 percent of the welcoming cities have an unreformed (also known as mayor-council) type of government, compared to 40 percent of the other cities. Unreformed governments are characterized by stronger local leadership than reformed (council-manager and commissions) governments (Feiock and West 1993; Clingermayer and Feiock 2001) .
The number of immigrant-serving organizations per 10,000 persons measures the strength of interest groups and local support for this issue. Welcoming cities on average have a denser network of immigrant-serving nonprofit organizations than other cities (0.17 per 10,000 persons versus 0.07 per 10,000 persons).
Finally, we look at the local context in terms of whether the jurisdiction is a central city or a suburb. Central cities are historically more diverse and tolerant to minorities and immigrants, and hence more willing to welcome immigrants. Approximately 80 percent of the welcoming cities are central cities, whereas contemporary American cities are largely suburban.
In addition to sample mean differences, we also conduct a logit regression analysis to determine which factors play a role in program participation, while controlling for other variables. Our results indicate that large, economically troubled cities with an educated and liberal population are more likely to become welcoming cities. Regression results are available upon request.
Conclusion and Discussion
In this report, we examined a new wave of local government responses to immigrants: welcoming cities. We explored the spatial and temporal patterns of the group of cities that have joined the Welcoming Cities initiative as well as specific policy initiatives and city characteristics associated with such policy adoption. Through participation in this initiative, local leaders express their stance on immigrant issues and their commitment to immigrant-integration practices.
We identify four primary sets of strategies these cities employ to attract and retain the immigrant population: business development, workforce development, community development and public safety. In addition to traditional integration efforts that focus on legal status and the rights of immigrants, this new wave of policies emphasizes economic integration of immigrants and their contribution to community development and economic revitalization in cities.
As of July 2015, 50 cities from 31 states had formally joined the Welcoming America initiative as "welcoming cities." These cities vary by region, size and immigrant profile as well as in their economic, fiscal, and political contexts. We find that, on average, these cities differ systematically from other cities in demographic characteristics, economic conditions, fiscal capacity and political orientation, suggesting that participation in the Welcoming Cities initiative is a complex decision conditional on a series of urban realities.
There are strong economic development rationales behind this policy innovation, which deviates from earlier policies that focused on public safety and law enforcement. This close link with economic development has not been seen in previous local immigrant-related policies and is most evident in Midwestern cities, central cities and cities experiencing economic distress. As the Welcoming Cities initiative continues to expand its reach to many more jurisdictions, our analysis can serve as a framework through which to understand the various motivations, contexts and processes associated with joining this program. Our framework would also be helpful to future research examining the dynamics of policy adoption, comparing different policy areas and eventually evaluating the impacts of these policies. Such an understanding is important as governments at various levels continue to design and implement policies to cope with immigration and its many economic and social impacts.
